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Introduction This document, prepared by the North Carolina Ecosystem Enhancement
Program (EEP), presents a description of Targeted Local Watersheds
within the Cape Fear River Basin. This is an update of the original
document developed in 2001 by the Wetlands Restoration Program
(NCWRP),Watershed Restoration Plan for the Cape Fear RBasin.

The2001plan selected6 Hydrologic Units (HUs)o be targeted for
stream, wetlandand riparian buffer restoratiand protectiorand
watershed planning effor{se., Targeted Local Watersheds or TLWH)
this update25 TLWSs aredetaiedas alditionaltargets for restoration and
preservation efforts1 the Cape Fear River Basafong with3 HUs
identified as TLWs in 200thatwill have that status removed

In addition to updatinghe Watershed Restoration Plan for the Cape Fear
River Ba# (2001) this reporcomplements information found the

2005 Cape Fear River Basinwide Water Quality Plarhese two reports
provide much of the justification for selectiontd)s by detailing water
guality conditionsresource management activities, and restoration and
preservation needs in the Cape Fear Watershed

In past document®yo r t h  C @ivisidn of Watér Quality (DWQ)

A s u b dbumits\ene used to organize tdecument and discussion of the
selected TLWs. This documetioweveruses lhe US Geological Survey
(USGS)8-digit CatalogingUnits as the framework for organization and
discussion of TLWs.

EEP develops River Basin Restoration Priori(RBRPs)to gude its

V\/_hatlsa_ mitigation act i vi ti es wi t hi nmaoarivarbasifs. Nor t
River Basin TheRBRPsdelineate specific watersheds that exhabiteed for

Restoration restoration and protection wfetlands, streans and riparian buffex These

Priority’P priority watershedsTLWs, arethe USGSdelineatedL4-digit HUs which

receive priority for EERplanning angroject funds.The designation may

also benefit stakeholders writing watershed improvement grants (e.g.,

Section 319 or Clean Water Management Trust Fund) by giving added
weightto their proposals.

North Carolina General Statute 143.4.10charges EEP to pursue
wetland and riparian restoration activities in the conteXiasin
restoratiorplans, one for each of tH&” major river basins in the State,
with the goal of protectmand enhancing water quality, fisheries, wildlife
habitat, recreational opportunities and preventing floods.
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Criteria for
Selecting a
Targeted Local
Watershed

EEP evaluates a variety of GIS data and resource and planning documents
on water quality and habitat conditions to select TLWs. Public cotnmen

and the professional judgment of local resource agency staff also play a
critical role in targeting local watersheds. TLWSs are chosen based on an
evaluation of three factadsproblems, assets, and opportunities.

Problems reflect the need for restoratiassets reflect the ability for a
watershed to recover from degradation and the need for land conservation
and opportuniesindicate the potential for local partnerships in restoration
and conservation workMethods for evaluation of these three fastare
outlined below:

Problems: EEP evaluaeDWQ use support ratings, the presence of
impaired /303(dJisted streams, and DWBasinwidePlansto identify
streams with known problems. EEP also ass¢lsepotential for
degradation by evaluating landwer data, riparian buffer condition,
impervious cover, road density, apbjectedpopulationchange

Assets: In order to gauge the natural resource value of each watershed,
EEP considextheforestand wetland aredand in public or private
conservéon, riparian buffer condition, high quality resource waters, and
NC Natural Heritage Program data

Opportunity: EEP revievgrestoration and protection projects that are
already on the ground, such@&an Water Management Trust Fund
projects, US CleakVater Act Section 31bitiatives, and land
conservatiorefforts EEP also considethe potential for partnership
opportunities by consulting with local, state, and federal resource agencies
and conservation organizatiottsassess the potential to peat intheir

priority areas.

In addition to these factorkcalresource pfessionafeedback isn
important element in selecting TLWs.o@ments and recommendations
of local resource agency professionaisluding staff with Soil & Water
Conservatiordistricts, the Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS), county planning staff, NCDENR regional staff (e.g., Wildlife
Resources Commission), local/regional land trusts and watershed
organizationsreconsidered heavily in the selectionTafWs. Locd
resource professional$ten have specific and ttp-date information
regarding the condition of local streams and wetlands. Furthermore, local
resource professionals may be involved in water resource protection
initiatives that provide good partnerstapportunities for EEP restoration
and preservation projects aB&PLocal Watershed Planning initiatives.

Finally, TLWSs that were chosen for the last Watershed Restoration Plan or
RBRP document are reevaluated. If new information reveals that a
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Cape Fear
River Basin
Overview

Cape Fear
River Basin
Restoration
Goals

watersheds not a good TLW candidate, then it will be removed from the
TLW list. An explanation of the reasons for its removal from the list is
provided in the last section of this document, which provides descriptions
of each TLW chosen arttlose whose TLW stasthas been removed

The Cape Fear is one of fauver basinsentirelycontained within North
Carolinads borders. The Cape Fear R
and Haw Rivers, which converge in Chatham County just below the B.

Everett Jordan DamThe river ends in 32,000 acres of estuary near

Southport. A number of largdNorth Carolinecitiesare located witim the

basin including, Greensbordjgh Point,Burlington, Durham,

Fayetteville, and Wilmington.

The Cape Fear Basincoversov@®@ sgsuar e mil es making i
largest. The Basin encompasses R8Ik that range in s&zfrom 2 to 139

square milesfalling within six Catalog Units (&igit watershed

delineations). The Basincludes all or portions of 26 countiaadNorth

Carolinad Office of State Budget and Managemegieased figures for

these countiesstimates year 2000 population 86 million people that

is projected to grow to 5.2 million by 2020.

Based on an assessment of existing watershed characteristicscamderes
information, EEP has developed restoratimd protectiorgoalsfor the
B a s isir @atlog Units (CUs). These goals are outlined below:

03030002

The Haw River is the major River in this Gkhat includes a number of

large communities (i.e., Gredswo, Burlingtonand Durham The Haw

and a number of smaller tributaries flow to B. Everett Jordan Lake, a
drinking water supply that has been designated a Nutrient Sensitive Water.
NC DWQ has developed a set of proposed rules to reduce NPS pollution
to Jordan Lake and restore its designated uses. Posted online at
http://h20.enr.state.nc.us/nps/JordanNutrientStrategythese rules seek
challenging nutrient reductions for wededraining to Jordan Lake
Communities in the CU will need to develop creative strategies for
improving water quality flowing to Jordan Lake

03030003

The Deep River is thmainriver in this CU whose major communities
includes High Point, Asheboroli& City and Sanford.The Deep flows

into Randleman Reservoir, a newly created drinking water resevithir
stream buffer protections for communities in its watersidte Deep has

a number of mussel species recognized by the Wildlife Resource
Commisson as priority for protection along with the Cape Fear Shiner, a
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federally endangered species and a US Fish and Wildlife priority
protection species. Protection of these species and improvement in water
quality to waters draining to Randleman Reservarracommendations

for the CU.

03030004

This CU contains Upper Little River, Little River and Rockfish Creek,

with the Cape Fear River along the eastern bounddajor developing
municipalities include Fayetteville, Fuqu&arina, Holly Springs and
FortBragg. This CU contains a lot of High Quality Waters and

Significant Natural Heritage Areas that should be protected but also has a
fast growing population in the above named municipalities. Goals for this
CU are to promote Low Impact Development, stoatex management,
restoration and buffer protection in urbanizing areas and preservation
elsewhere.

03030005

This CU follows the Cape Fear River from Cumberland County down to
Brunswick County. The upper portion of this CU has received focus from
the Sadhills Area Land Trust as well as EEP. This upper portion is an
area to continue focus as 40,000 additional people will be moving into the
area due to military expansion. The central portion of the watershed
remains rural at this time. The lower portiof this CU contains New
Hanover and Brunswick Counties, with urban and urbanizing impacts.
Recommendations for the lower portion of the CU include a new EEP
Local Watershedlan,focus on NPS pollutioespecially fecal coliform,

and urban stormwater potion. Restoration and preservation efforts
should also focus on Town Creek, Orton Crael Boiling Springs Lake.

03030006

This watershed contains the South River and Great Coharie Creek, which
form the Black River. South Rivand Great Coharie Cekis on the

303(d) list for low dissolved oxygdvut could be do to natural swamp
conditions. However, both feed into the Black River where NCWRC has
reported lower levels of dissolved oxygen than can support the species of
concern in this river. Thisatershed also contains a significant number of
animal operations. Gtsafor this watershed include completion df@cal
Watershed Plan in tH@reat Coharie Credkeadwaters, focus on water
gualityimprovemenin the South and Black Rivesind continued

protection of the Outstanding Resource Waters.

03030007

This watershed contains the Northeast Cape Fear Rinkits tributaries
beginning in Sampson and Duplin and ending in Pender and New Hanover
Counties. The upper portion of the watershed is agmiel with a

significant number of hog farms. The lower portion is urban or
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urbanizing, with impacts to streams including channelization, nonpoint
source pollution and extensive stormwater pollution in the Wilmington
area. Goals for the CU should inctudiorking with Pender, Duplin and
New Hanover Counties along with Burgaw, Wallace and Wilmington to
address restoration and stormwater BMP needs.

Cape Fear In 2001, 46HUs were targeteth theWatershed Restoration Plan for the
) i Cape Fear River Basin.In this2009update an additional5 HUs are
River Basin newly identified TWs. ThreeHUs have their TLW status removed. In
TLW Overview total,68 HUsare highlighted as TLWs by EEP ing2009 RBRP.

Table 1provides a summary of information used to select Tlavd
highlights in blue those that are newly addédliditionally, Figures 2 and

3 are maps of the Cape Fear River Basin showing TLWSs as well as those
whose TLW statubeen removed.

Figure 1. Cross Creek Stream Restoration (Fayetteville, NIC
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Targeted Local Watershed Summary Table

Table 1. Cape Fear River Basin TLW Summary Table(HUs in Blue indicate newly added TLWSs)

Cape Fear River Basin Restoration Priorities 2009

HU Stream Forest HQW or ORW  WSW Conserved 303(d) Impervious Animal Non-forested
Area’  Length®  Area’®  Area’ Length® SNHA  NHEO®  Area’ Length® Area  Operations® Stream Buffer®
HUCODE HU_Name (mi) (mi) (%) Area’ (%) #) (%) (%) (%) #) (%)

Jordan Lake Watershed (CU 03030002)

03030002010010 | Troublesome Creek 56.1 1154 40 47 0 94 0 1 0.4 1% 2% 16 24%

03030002010020  Haw River Headwaters 83.0 198.1 39 53 0 0 5 16 1.0 3% 1% 10 22%
Little Troublesome

03030002010030 | Creek 12.7 27.6 24 37 0 0 0 1 0.7 21% 12% 1 32%
Reedy Fork

03030002020010  Headwaters 70.0 159.1 23 38 0 100 2 7 0.4 7% 9% 11 36%

03030002020040 | North Buffalo Creek 43.7 93.5 9 19 0 0 0 3 0.1 14% 24% 6 70%

03030002020050 | South Buffalo Creek 45.2 99.9 10 19 0 0 0 1 0.6 21% 28% 10 2%

03030002030010  Travis/Tickle Creeks 34.8 99.1 38 40 0 0 0 1 0.0 12% 4% 11 35%
Little Alamance Creek-

03030002040110 | North 15.9 38.5 7 15 0 0 0 0 0.7 25% 26% 1 2%

03030002060070  Phils Creek 30.0 76.2 19 73 0 100 7 13 5.8 0% 1% 12 15%

03030002060080  Morgan Creek 19.9 42.4 7 59 0 86 23 34 35.4 18% 8% 3 34%

03030002060100  Little Creek 24.6 54.2 6 43 0 45 7 16 15.5 19% 9% 2 46%
New Hope Creek

03030002060110  Headwaters 51.8 139.4 11 63 0 0 7 53 22.0 0% 6% 3 25%
New Hope Creek-

03030002060130  Middle 18.9 73.3 9 60 0 98 28 17 56.9 24% 6% 0 41%

03030002060160  Beaver Creek 41.8 124.2 16 66 0 90 5 7 52.0 3% 3% 8 28%

03030002060140 | Northeast Creek 47.1 140.4 10 57 0 64 4 11 18.8 6% 8% 0 30%
Jordan Lake western

03030002060090  shore 35.8 76.7 10 77 0 100 14 19 31.9 10% 2% 1 22%

03030002050010  Varnals/Haw Creeks 55.6 159.9 34 55 0 0 2 0 0.1 2% 2% 25 27%

03030002050050 Cane Creek 70.3 213.3 46 49 0 0 1 2 1.1 0% 1% 51 35%

03030002050090  Dry Creek 241 54.6 25 72 0 78 4 1 1.2 14% 0% 8 18%

03030002060030  Roberson Creek 28.5 72.0 17 73 0 70 4 3 2.5 8% 1% 4 19%

Deep & Rocky rivers (CU 03030003)

03030003010010  Deep River-West Fork 31.5 67.1 21 28 0 100 0 1 1.3 0% 13% 6 51%

03030003010020 | Deep River-East Fork 29.9 64.3 11 21 0 100 0 1 4.1 24% 24% 1 64%

03030003010030  Deep River/Bull Run 17.7 49.3 11 36 0 100 0 1 0.2 14% 14% 0 50%
Richland Creek (High

03030003010040  Point) 16.1 44.0 12 23 0 100 0 1 0.1 14% 26% 1 58%




HU Stream Forest HQW or ORW  WSW Conserved 303(d) Impervious Animal Non-forested
Area’  Length®  Area®  Area’ Length® SNHA  NHEO®  Area’ Length®® Area  Operations® Stream Buffer'®
HUCODE HU_Name (mi) (mi) (%)  Area’ (%)  (#) (%) (%) (%) # (%)

Randleman Reservoir /
03030003010050  Hickory Creek 29.5 77.1 28 42 0 100 0 3 0.0 10% 7% 5 37%
03030003060050  Big Buffalo Creek 41.2 104.9 16 56 0 19 2 5 3.6 5% 5% 6 28%
03030003060080  Deep River-Lower 22.9 56.1 17 74 0 40 8 19 7.1 20% 1% 3 14%

Rocky River
03030003070010 Headwaters 54.2 163.9 44 47 0 100 0 2 1.3 0% 2% 38 35%
03030003070020  Tick Creek/Rock River 70.9 190.3 33 57 0 0 1 6 1.2 6% 2% 55 31%
03030003070040  Rocky River-Middle 23.4 59.6 17 81 0 0 3 16 0.2 0% 0% 7 14%
03030003020010 @ Sandy Creek 60.2 177.5 39 54 0 99 1 0 1.5 0% 1% 59 25%
03030003040010 Falls Creek 53.9 174.4 31 64 59 0 1 29 0.2 2% 0% 51 27%
03030003060010  Smith/Line creeks 27.3 67.9 24 70 51 49 3 12 3.8 9% 0% 11 13%
03030003070050 Bear Creek 51.8 134.6 33 62 0 0 0 23 0.0 0% 0% 56 28%
03030003070060 Rocky River-Lower 9.9 24.4 12 82 0 0 7 18 2.0 0% 0% 0 10%
Catalog Unit 03030004
03030004020010 Harris Lake 80.0 180.5 19 66 0 0 2 17 28.3 0% 1% 10 18%
03030004030010  Parker Creek 53.8 170.2 28 66 77 17 5 9 4.4 0% 1% 21 22%
03030004040010 Kenneth Creek 46.3 156.9 44 42 0 68 1 4 0.3 7% 3% 10 39%
03030004070010  Crane Creek 58.2 169.0 41 50 0 100 0 9 0.0 0% 1% 30 34%
03030004070020  Crane Creek 42.5 85.0 36 53 0 100 1 6 0.0 0% 1% 16 34%
03030004100030  Cross Creek 6.1 10.9 11 61 0 100 11 38 95.6 0% 9% 0 17%
03030004100040  Little Cross Creek 3.2 4.3 11 43 0 100 12 3 77.1 57% 16% 0 16%

Cross & Little Cross
03030004100050 ' Creek 315 48.3 7 23 0 48 2 13 5.2 7% 24% 1 55%
03030004070050  Lower Little River 25.8 84.7 34 56 97 3 0 7 3.0 6% 1% 8 31%
03030004070080  Lower Little River 3.0 10.4 13 82 100 0 0 13 57.4 40% 0% 0 8%
03030004100020  Carvers Creek 24.1 50.2 17 59 0 98 17 63 16.3 0% 6% 4 27%
03030004130010 Cape Fear River 40.6 123.2 49 41 0 72 5 24 1.4 0% 1% 14 48%
03030004150011 Rockfish Creek 28.1 53.1 33 52 0 0 18 21 14.0 7% 3% 13 26%
03030004150012 Rockfish Creek 45.8 104.2 39 43 0 0 6 15 0.1 13% 3% 9 35%
03030004150013  Rockfish Creek 19.5 32.8 30 46 0 0 10 19 0.8 29% 7% 1 33%
Catalog Unit 03030005

Cape Fear River
03030005070010 | Estuary 117.7 187.7 11 60 13 0 64 592 24.6 8% 3% 4 35%
03030005050010 gfg’;i;?egizte& 63.9 62.9 6 31 0 0 52 283 282  13% 14% 0 52%
03030005010020 Harrisons Creek 92.9 156.6 33 64 0 0 9 33 4.5 8% 0% 28 33%
03030005040010 Brunswick River 78.3 133.7 16 65 0 1 17 74 16.4 10% 3% 0 33%
03030005060010 Town Creek 123.6 243.6 21 76 0 0 17 150 10.9 8% 0% 19 19%
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HU Stream Forest HQW or ORW  WSW Conserved 303(d) Impervious Animal Non-forested
Area’  Length®*  Area’®  Area’ Length® SNHA  NHEO®  Area’ Length® Area  Operations® Stream Buffer®
HUCODE HU_Name (mi) (mi) Area’ (%) #) (%) (%) (%) #) (%)
Catalog Unit 03030006
03030006110040  Stewarts Creek 55.3 148.6 40 54 0 0 1 1 0.3 0% 1% 90 36%
03030006090010  Great Coharie Creek 35.3 90.1 58 33 0 0 1 0 1.4 11% 1% 35 78%
03030006090015 Great Coharie Creek 1.9 2.9 50 44 0 0 0 0 0.0 0% 0% 0 52%
03030006090020  Great Coharie Creek 16.2 43.6 55 37 0 0 0 1 2.3 0% 1% 9 53%
03030006090060  Great Coharie Creek 62.1 173.4 41 46 0 0 1 5) 0.8 21% 3% 75 30%
Catalog Unit 03030007
03030007060010  Muddy Creek 47.5 105.9 52 43 4 0 0 2 0.0 13% 1% 98 50%
03030007090010  Rockfish Creek 45.7 110.5 40 56 0 0 0 5 1.3 1% 0% 96 35%
03030007090040  Rockfish Creek 19.3 49.8 42 43 0 0 0 2 0.1 6% 4% 10 48%
03030007090060  Rockfish Creek 13.0 324 35 57 0 0 0 0 0.0 1% 1% 12 32%
03030007100010  Angola Creek 104.2 96.7 15 83 0 0 53 15 53.6 0% 0% 55 29%
03030007110020  Burgaw Creek 39.5 74.2 31 61 0 0 4 15 3.6 8% 1% 9 35%
Burnt Mill & Smith

03030007140010 | Creek 79.5 78.3 16 49 0 0 19 75 4.3 15% 10% 5 36%
03030007110030  NE Cape Fear 38.1 23.4 12 59 0 0 13 26 9.0 7% 1% 4 29%

"Hydrologic Unit (HJ) Areaestimatebased on USGS 1digit HU boundariesYSDA NRCS 1998)

“Stream Lengtlestimate derived fromlibe line streams on USGS 1:24,000 scale nib@SCGIA 2008)

3Agricultural Area estimate based on 2001 National Land Cover Database (NHGDgr et al., 2004)

“Forest Area estimate based on 2001 NLEDmer et al., 2004)

®High Quality Waters (HQW) and Outstanding Resources Waters (QR@/CGIA 2008).

®Water Supply Watershed (WSW) lendtfiC GIA 2008).
'Significant Natural Heritage Areas (SNHA3timate§NC NHP2007).
8Natural Heritage Element Occurrences (NHERE NHP 2007).

Conserved Areastimate based on federal, state, and local land under protection (NC GIA 2008)
19303(d)List of impaired water§NC DWQ 2006)

Ympervious Area Estimates based on 2BQTD (Homer et al., 2004).

?Animal Operationestimates based on NC estimates for pork, poultry, cattle and bovine operations in 2007 (NCDA, 2007).
¥Nonforested Stream Buffer estimate based on 2001 NLCD and a 100 foot buffer distance from US®S bitealins.
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Cape Fear River Basin Targeted Local Watershed Maps
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Figure 2. TLWSs, Upper Cape Fear.
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Figure 3. TLWSs, Lower Cape Fear.
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